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DETAILED ACTION 

Examiner acknowledges a submission of the amendment and arguments filed on 
September 19, 2005. Applicant's Arguments have been given careful consideration but 
they have been found non-persuasive. 

Final Status of Application 

Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1 - 7, 18, 21 , 25 - 31, 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Germain et al. in view of Dietz et al. (US 4,013,929). 

Regarding Claim 1, Germain et al. disclose following elements: a fault detection 
circuit, which is inherently coupled to the plurality of line terminals and the plurality of 
load terminals, the fault detection circuit is being inherently configured to detect at least 
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one fault condition (arc or ground fault); a power interruption circuit coupled to the fault 
detection circuit, the power interruption circuit (shown in Fig. 4) including a set of 
movable contacts (30 and 70 in Fig. 4) configured to decouple the line terminals from 
the load terminals in response to the fault detection circuit; a reset mechanism (element 
78' in Fig. 5) coupled to the power interruption circuit and configured to actuate the 
movable contacts to re-couple the plurality of line terminals to the plurality of load 
terminals (col. 4, line 61 - col. 5, line 3); a lock-out mechanism coupled to the reset 
mechanism, the lockout mechanism being configured to disable the reset mechanism in 
a lock-out state (col. 5, lines 4-19); and a test circuit coupled to the fault detection 
circuit and the lock-out mechanism, the test circuit being configured to provide a 
simulated fault signal to the fault detection circuit in response to a user stimulus, the test 
circuit being configured to drive the lock-out mechanism from an unlocked state to the 
lock-out state if the fault detection circuit and/or power interruption circuit fails to 
respond to the simulated fault signal within a predetermined period of time (col. 5, lines 
4 - 24). However, it does not disclose a plurality of load terminals. 

Dietz et al. disclose a plurality of load terminals (elements 26, 27, 28, 29 in Fig. 
19) being decoupled by power interruption circuit. Both references have the same 
problem solving area, namely providing the ground fault protection circuit. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have modified the Germain et al. solution by using a plurality of switchable load 
terminals according to Dietz et al., because such mechanism will be able to move more 
than one contact, thus providing disconnection of more than one phase. 
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Regarding Claims 2 and 3, Germain et al. disclose a ground fault detection circuit 
and an arc fault detection circuit (col. 12, lines 39 - 50). 

Regarding Claim 4, Germain et al. disclose a reset button (element 210 in Fig. 9); 
and a linkage mechanism coupled to the reset button, the linkage mechanism (elements 
214 and 216 in Fig. 9 and 10) being configured to engage a portion of the movable 
contacts in a coupled state, the set of movable contacts being engaged to thereby 
couple the plurality of line terminals to the plurality of load terminals, the linkage 
mechanism also being configured to disengage the portion of the movable contacts 
(222a in Fig. 10) in a decoupled state, such that the plurality of line terminals are 
decoupled from the plurality of load terminals (col. 5, line 56 - col. 6, line 41). 

Regarding Claims 5 - 7, Germain et al. disclose the reset mechanism including a 
latch (see Fig. 13g) coupled to the linkage mechanism and being configured to move 
the linkage mechanism from the coupled state to the decoupled state in response to a 
stimulus from the power interruption circuit (col.7, line 5 - col. 8, line 15). The latch is 
configured to move the linkage form the uncoupled state to the coupled state in 
response to a user stimulus of the reset button, when the test circuit is in the unlocked 
state (col.7, line 5 - col. 8, line 15). However, the latch cannot move the linkage from 
the uncoupled state to the coupled state in response to a user stimulus of the reset 
button, when the test circuit is in the lock-out state (col.7, line 5 - col. 8, line 15). 

Regarding Claims 18 and 21, Germain et al. disclose a test switch (element 328 
in Fig. 13b) responsive to a user stimulus; a first circuit element coupled to the test 
button, the first circuit element configured to generate the at least one fault condition in 
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response to the test switch being in a closed position (Fig. 6b, col. 5, lines 4-19); and 
a second circuit element coupled to the test switch, the second circuit element being 
configured to drive the test circuit from the unlocked state to the lock-out state if the fault 
detection circuit and/or the power interruption circuit fail to respond to the at least one 
fault condition within the predetermined time period (col. 7, line 5 - col. 8, line 2). As to 
differential current of Claim 21 , the differential current flows through a current limiting 
resistor R (col. 5, lines 4-19). 

Regarding Claim 25, Germain et al. disclose a spring-loaded mechanism 
(element 216 in Fig. 10) configured to actuate the set of movable contacts (222 in Fig. 
10) from a coupled state to an uncoupled state. 

Regarding Claims 26 and 28, Germain et al. disclose the reset mechanism 
driving the set of movable contacts from the uncoupled state to the coupled state in the 
unlocked state, but unable of driving the set of movable contacts from the uncoupled 
state to the coupled state in the lock-out state (Fig. 10c, col. 6, lines 7-11). 

Regarding Claim 27, Germain et al. disclose a relay mechanism configured to 
actuate the set of movable contacts from a coupled state to an uncoupled state 
(elements 218, 218a in Fig. 10). 

Regarding Claim 31 , Germain et al. disclose the device further including one of a 
receptacle (shown in Fig.8), switch (elements 30 an d70 in Fig. 4), circuit breaker 
(shown in Fig.8), module, and portable housing containing the device. 

As per Claim 34, it differs from Claim 1 rejected accordingly by its limitation of the 
first and second circuit elements. Germain et al. disclose a first circuit element coupled 
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to the test button, the first circuit element configured to generate the at least one fault 
condition in response to the test switch being in a closed position (Fig. 6b, col. 5, lines 4 
- 19); and a second circuit element coupled to the test switch, the second circuit 
element being configured to drive the test circuit from the unlocked state to the lock-out 
state if the fault detection circuit and/or the power interruption circuit fail to respond to 
the at least one fault condition within the predetermined time period (col. 7, line 5 - col. 
8, line 2). 

Regarding Claims 29, 30, Dietz et al. disclose a bus bar mechanism (contact 
carrier 35 in Fig. 7) actuating the set of movable contacts (elements 26 and 27 in Fig. 7) 
from a coupled state to an uncoupled state (col. 4,line 32 - col. 5, line 61 ). It further 
discloses driving the set of movable contacts from the uncoupled state to the coupled 
state in the unlocked state, but unable to drive the set of movable contacts from the 
uncoupled state to the coupled state in the lock-out state (col. 5, line 47 - col. 6, line 2). 
Both references have the same problem solving area, namely providing the ground fault 
protection circuit. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have modified the Germain et al. solution by 
adding the bus bar (contact carrier) according to Dietz et al., because such mechanism 
will be able to move more than one contact, thus providing disconnection of more than 
one phase. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

1 . Claims 32, 33 are allowed. A reason for that is that Claim 32 recites, inter alia, 
the test circuit being configured to open the fuse element. Such limitation was not found 
in the prior art of the record. 

2. Claims 8 - 17 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. A reason for that is that the claims either 
recite the fuse mechanism participating in the mechanical actions of the circuit 
interrupter, or being dependent on allowable claims. 

3. Claims 19, 20, 22 - 24 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. A reason for that is that the 
claims either recite the fuse mechanism (material being configured to fail) participating 
in the mechanical actions of the circuit interrupter, or being dependent on allowable 
claims. 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant in his Arguments attacks the Germain reference by alleging that it does 
not disclose the Claim 1 limitation of: 

(I) driving "the lock-out mechanism from an unlocked state to the lock-out state if the 
fault detection circuit and/or power interruption circuit fails to respond to the stimulated 
fault signal within predetermined period of time". 
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Applicant alleges: "Germain teaches a test circuit that drives the lock-out 
mechanism from the lockout position to the unlocked position if the test passes. It does 
nothing, if the test fails" (page 4, lines 17 - 17). To support his allegation he recites 
Germain: 

(II) " if the test fails , the latch 60' will not move in direction B and the notched conical tip 
78b 1 of the reset plunger 78' will keep the plunger from going through the hole in the 
latch 60' and the device will be locked out from the reset function". 

Comparison of the claim language (I) with the recitation (II) clearly shows that 
Germain's reference does teach this limitation of the Claim. Applicant is wrong alleging 
that Germain's invention "does nothing, if the test fails". 

2. Regarding Claims 18 and 34 rejection, Applicant repeats the same allegation, 
which was addressed above. 

3. Applicant attacks a motivation to combine the Germain and Dietz reference 
alleging that Dietz invention has different goals. The Dietz reference is used only to 
demonstrate a "plurality if load terminals", rather than one load terminal of Germain. 
Both references have the same problem solving area, namely providing the ground 
fault protection circuit and therefore they belong to analogous if not the same art. As to 
Applicant allegation that combination of references would render Germain circuit 
inoperable (since to save components, Dietz uses the main breaker), Examiner never 
suggested such bodily incorporation. In response to Applicant's Argument, it has been 
held that the test for obviousness is not whether the features of one reference may be 
bodily incorporated into the other to produce the claimed subject matter but simply 
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what the combination of references makes obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. In 
re Bozek, 163 USPQ 545 (CCPA 1969). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Zeev Kitov whose current telephone number is (571 ) 
272 - 2052. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:30. If attempts to reach 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Brian Sircus can 
be reached on (571 ) 272 - 2800, Ext. 36. The fax phone number for organization where 
this application or proceedings is assigned is (571 ) 273-8300 for all communications. / 

09/30/2005 ^^^4^^^^^^ 

BRIAN SIRCUS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHWdOGY CBS r£R 2800 



